Appln.No.: 10/684,427 

Amndt. dated July 7, 2006 

Reply to Office Action of April 24, 2006 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In the Office Action of April 24, 2006, claims 1-8 are pending with claims 1-8 standing 
rejected under 35 USC § 1 12. Reexamination and reconsideration are respectfully requested in 
light of the amendments and remarks/arguments made herein. 

The Examiner noted that the trademarks referred to in the application must be capitalized 
and accompanied by the generic terminology. Accordingly, the application have been amended 
herein to capitalize all referenced trademarks, provide the generic terminology of all referenced 
trademarks, and provide the full name of the companies whose trademarks are referenced. In 
addition, attached hereto for the convenience of the Examiner are the web page print-outs of the 
subject trademarked products to confirm the use of the generic terminology. No new matter is 
believed entered by the abovementioned amendments. 

Independent claims 1 and 2 have been amended herein to recite forming an emulsion or 
dispersion of "polymer selected from the group consisting of polyacrylamides, polyacrylates, 
polyacrylic acids, and copolymers thereof ." Support can be found at paragraph [0016] which 
discloses that "[copolymers of polyacrylamides, polyacrylates, and polyacrylic acids work 
equally well [as compared to a polyacrylamide]." Accordingly, no new matter is believed 
entered by this amendment. 

In addition, claims 1 and 2 have been amended to indicate that the emulsion or dispersion 
is mixed with an acrylic or acrylamide polymer to form a slurry. Support for this amendment 
may be found on pages 1 and 2 of the published application at paragraph [0017] which discloses 
that Component 2 may be "an acrylic polymer particle, preferably an anionic acrylamide 
polymer powder." Accordingly, no new matter is believed entered by this amendment. 
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Dependent claims 3 and 6 are also amended herein to recite the use of the acrylic or 
acrylamide polymer as a portion of the slurry. As noted above, support can be found at 
paragraph [0017] of the application. No new matter has been entered. 

Claim 8 is amended herein to recite a proper dependency. No new matter has been 
entered. 

New dependent claim 9-12 have been added to scope claim 1. Dependent claim 9 recites 
that the emulsion or dispersion may contain about 60-80% of the slurry and the acrylic or 
acrylamide polymer comprises about 20-40% of the slurry. Support can be found at paragraph 
[0017] of the published application which recites that the powder (i.e., polymer) can "range from 
20% to 40% and still be effective." No new matter has been entered. 

Dependent claim 10 recites that water is added at a ratio of about 5-40 parts water to one 
part slurry by volume or weight. Support can be found at paragraph [0018] of the published 
application which recites that water can be added in ratios as little as 5 parts water to one part 
slurry and ratios as high as 40 parts water to one part slurry. No new matter has been entered. 

Dependent claim 1 1 recites that the lubricious coating is formed at a thickness of at least 
about 0.28 inches. Support can be found at paragraph [0025] which recites that the anti-traction 
material may have a minimum thickness of 0.28 inches. 

Dependent claim 12 recites that the acrylic or acrylamide polymer that is mixed with the 
slurry is present at a particle size of about 0.5 mm - 2.0 mm. Support can be found at paragraph 
[0017] which recites that the acrylic polymer or acrylamide polymer may be in the size range of 
0.5 mm to 2.0 mm in size. No new matter has been entered. 
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Dependent claims 13-16 recite the same subject matter as dependent claims 9-12, but are 
configured to depend upon and scope independent claim 2. Therefore, for the reasons noted 
above, no new matter has been entered via the addition of new dependent claims 13-16. 

As the number of independent claims remains at two, and the total number of claims does 
not exceed twenty, it is believed that no additional fees are due in view of the amendments 
above. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claims 1-8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, because the Examiner 
suggested "the specification, while being enabling for compositions comprising an emulsion or 
dispersion of a polyacrylamide polymer with acrylic polymer particles, does not reasonably 
provide enablement for compositions comprising a 'semi-solid' polymer as set forth in 
independent claims 1 and 2." As can be seen from the above, the claims herein have been 
amended and are now believed to be fully commensurate in scope with the underlying 
specification. It is therefore respectfully submitted that the outstanding rejection under 35 USC 
§ 112 has been addressed and that the present claims fully satisfy the requirements for 
patentability. 

Double Patenting 

Applicants also note the provisional nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting 
rejection in view of claims 12-17 of U.S. Appl No. 10/727,615. Applicants wish to point out 
that under MPEP § 822.01, if the provisional double patenting rejection in one application is the 
only rejection remaining in that application (as is the case here given the amendments that are 
believed to satisfy the rejections under 35 USC § 112) the double patenting rejection may be 
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properly withdrawn and the application may be permitted to issue as a patent. In view of MPEP 
§ 822.01 it is therefore believed that the present amendment has rendered this outstanding 
rejection as moot. 

Having overcome all outstanding rejections it is respectfully submitted that the 
application is now in condition for allowance. Early and favorable review is respectfully 



In the event that there are any fee deficiencies, or additional fees are payable, please 
charge, or credit any overpayment to, our Deposit Account No. 50-2121. 



solicited. 




s^XQ^Gnf. Grossman Ph.D 
' Attdptey for Applicant(s) 
R^No. 35,001 
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Manchester, New Hampshire 03101 
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